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Democrats in Chicago: Whatever comes out of the Democratic convention, one development is obvious: 
the whole proceeding thus far has been shaken — and political seismographs register it — by an almost 
geological urge for realignment of the party. 


For instance, our correspondent at the convention reported that many Northern Democratic delegates, 
far from worrying about whether the Southerners stay in the party or not, actually made no bones of their 
desire to get rid of them. Our correspondent reported that talk he heard among this Democratic element 
had one refrain: “We would be better off without the South.” In short, the prevailing thinking of this 
important segment of the party was one of the urgency of party realignment. 


Certainly statistics are on their side of the argument. Beginning with 1932, the Roosevelt-Truman 
forces in every general election could have won even if the electoral vote of the whole South had been 
deducted from their totals. New Deal statisticians and experts on elections know well (although many 
Republicans choose to ignore it) that the GOP since 1928 has never — on its own — rolled up more 
than 115 electoral votes. (Dewey in 1948 got the electoral votes of New York, Michigan and Maryland 
because Wallace’s Progressive Party separated sufficient votes from the Truman Democrats to give the 
GOP candidate the electoral votes of those three staies.) 


This year, the extreme “liberals” in the Democratic Party have felt much more militant in their 
scorn of the Southern vote. For, unlike in 1948, their own ranks are not split; no Henry Wallace has 
risen or is likely to arise to cleave the Northern ranks. The Northern “liberals” felt with no little reason 
that united they could successfully defy the southern “reactionaries” in their party. In the first days 
of the convention, they were saying that an undiluted pro-labor and pro-civil rights stand could win more 
votes than would be lost if the South revolts. ‘Out with the Southerners — we would be better off”, was 
the attitude of a large crowd, of which former Attorney General Biddle was a very vocal spokesman at 
this meeting. Win or lose, this segment has shown courage. 


In a sense, these Northern “liberals” performed a real service for the two-party system. They wanted 
no hybrid partisan organization as has existed for so long. They desired to stand or fall on their own 
program. They were — much more honestly than the Republicans — prepared to face the rise of a 
new party as an opponent, formed of Southern Democrats and western Republicans, i.e., a union of the 
conservative wings of the two parties. 


These “liberals” also approached their task in the Democratic convention with much more honesty 
and clearness of purpose than did Senator Russell, the Southern leader. Our correspondent in Chicago 
commented: “The reason why Russell made his mistake of asking for repeal of the Taft-Hartley Act is 
that he went to the convention with the assumption that he could win nomination. That was never possible. 
If he had been realistic and constructive, he should have merely prepared a brief for withdrawal of the 
South and realignment, for setting up a Southern organization preliminary to union with conservative 
elements of the Northern Republicans. Other Southern leaders — Byrnes and Byrd — did not share the 
delusion of Russell.” 


Heard in the Southern Caucus: (From our correspondent in Chicago.) Much agreement in Southern 
ranks that Russell had “put his foot in his mouth” when he came out for repeal of the Taft-Hartley Act. 
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But, as'one Southerner put it, apologetically: “Southerners are as ignorant of the traps in Northen 
politics, as Northerners are about Southern politics.” 


To a Northerner, it seemed that Russell’s lapse was formally forgiven by his Southern colleagues — 
for the period of the Convention only. Later, it seemed to us, the boys might turn to another for 
leadership in their section of the country. Byrd? Well, the Virginian’s striking victory in his state’s 
Senatorial Democratic primary last week received much happy comment. Also, the visiting Southerners 


in Chicago were greatly impressed by Byrd’s obvious popularity in the North, from remarks of Chicagoans 
and press comments. 


In this connection, it was recalled that Byrd’s opponent in the primary was a Fair Dealer, who 
sought to associate Byrd as much as possible with Taft, and who praised Ike at every opportunity, 
Apparently, Virginians found these charges actual assets for Byrd, and they didn’t bother the Senator 
who has never made any bones about his friendship for Taft. 


Talk of the GOP convention lingered. For instance, when Chairman (Governor) Dever made that 
famous ruling Monday night that there was not a 20 per cent show of hands on the floor (when there 
were obviously more hands than that), Southerners remarked: “Well, that famous Taft steamroller 
at ‘least let its opponents-vote on a roll call.” 


We found few references to Ike as a candidate for whom Southerners might vote if they were 
“kicked out” of the Democratic (Northern) Party. When we broached this subject some Southerners 
brought up an argument against supporting Ike as follows: Many Northern Democrats were seeking to 
exclude two regular Southern delegates (Texas and Mississippi) and to seat instead two Administration- 
controlled delegations from those states: well, the Ike forces had sought and succeeded in excluding 
not only a Texas GOP delegation, legally elected, but Taft delegations from other Southern states. 
In this, the Southern mind found a parallel which it did not like. 


The Southerners were not desperately seeking to stay in the Party, although Northerners received 


that impression, simply because the South did not immediately “walk out” before left-wing provocation. 
Northerners fail to understand that in case of a break, the Southerners want to get it on the record, 
for home consumption, that they were “forced out”. They tried to save the Democratic Party, they could 
say, but the Yankees in the Party “kicked them out”. The voters at home, traditionally Democratic, 


must be given the story somewhat along those lines. This is a shade of Southern psychology and politics 
not readily understandable in the North. 


One Southerner, discussing his Party’s split, remarked: “Well, we can put off our decision what 
to do next in the national scene until September, when we will probably hold state conventions. Or we 
could even put it off until after the November election, when we'll have to come to a decision as to 
how our presideniial electors will vote in the electoral college.” 


The Ohio Story: C»spital observers are talking about what goes on in the GOP in that state. The local 
Scripps-Howard paper, the Washington Daily News (which declared for the General’s candidacy over 
a month ago) reported under a Columbus, Ohio, dateline on July 18, that “alarmed Ohio GOP leaders 
are urging General Eisenhower to address their state convention here July 31 as a harmony move in 
an admittedly bitter situation in the Midwest”. These leaders, it was reported, wanted something 
“dramatic” such as an Ohio appearance by Ike himself “to remove the bitterness that has piled up in 
the Midwest since Ike defeated Ohio’s Senator Robert A. Taft last week”. This pro-Eisenhower paper 
referred to “the strong lets-sit-this-one-out” feeling that is noted not only in Ohio but in other Midwestern 
states. “The resentment”, says the paper, “against Mr. Taft’s defeat is far greater than in 1940 and 1948.” 


And on Capitol Hill it is said that the Ohio State GOP leaders literally implored Eisenhower 
headquarters to send the General. When the headquarters said “no”, and suggested sending Nixon, 
the Vice-Presidential candidate, the reaction was, “a second-stringer isn’t enough for this situation”. 


But the Ohioans had to take Nixon. 
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Meanwhile, reinforcing the Scripps-Howard report that similar trouble was brewing in other Mid- 
western states, there came a report from Indianapolis. Indiana stood firm and almost unanimous for 
Taft in the convention, and the leadership of the party hierarchy has been in the hands of the people 
strong for Taft. After Ike’s victory there arose suggestions that the State leadership be changed. 
On Monday, July 21, the state GOP committee met and discussed the suggestion. Only a small minority 
favored a change; and the committee adjourned until next week. Possibly it is waiting to see what 
the Democrats would do. 


One factor which increases internecine strife is the feeling that the Dewey crowd will not allow 
any cooperation between Taft men and the Ike set-up. A story is going the rounds on Capitol - Hill 
about that famous meeting between Ike and Taft following the former’s nomination. It is claimed that 
Ike conspicuously failed to ask for Taft’s cooperation in the campaign; he merely asked for Taft’s 
cooperation in the Senate after the election (on the assumption that he would win). We have checked 
this story with some who were present at the meeting, and they confirm it. 


A Note on the GOP Split: Quite probably, the resentment of a number of Taft followers toward Dewey 
and the Eastern Republicans may dissipate to some extent after the naming of a Democratic candidate. 


Already we hear of a number of these disgruntled ones who say they will support the wholé ticket ‘in 
November. 


However, these individuals seem to be mostly “very regular” Republicans or party workers. And 
it is noticeable that party workers confess they find few in the rank and file who take their philosophic 
point of view. Some of these party workers have confided to us that they will be more interested in 
plugging for the local tickets than for Ike. That sort of a remark is usually a sign of an impending 
“walk” by large numbers of the rank and file. 


Furthermore, it should be mentioned that, even now, ten days after the convention, when much of 
the initial emotion has spent itself, some of those whom we might call the intellectual leaders of the 
“nationalist” wing not only believe that a real split exists, but actually advocate a deliberate “sit-on- 
their-hands” movement. Their argument is that Ike will wage a campaign similar to that of Dewey 
in ’48, that the party is bound to be defeated and that it would be better in the long run if the Eastern 
“liberals” be thoroughly discredited and permanently put down. Only out of the ruins of such a defeat, 
they say, can a rejuvenated and virile Republican party be created. This attitude was not present in 1948 
and its existence today constitutes a grave threat to the performance of the Ike campaign plans. 


Germany: The Germans show no haste in ratifying the treaty which Dean Acheson rammed through the 
U.S. Senate in such a hurry. The West German Government of Adenauer has postponed voting on the 
pact until after the summer parliamentary recess. Meanwhile, from private advices from Bonn and 
other parts of Western Germany, we learn that resistance to German ratification is growing. 


For instance, the promise of the creation of a German army finds no favorable response among 
the youth. For five years, under Western occupation of the land, young people were lectured severely 
by the occupation powers on the evils of militarism and were subjected to real pacifistic indoctrination. 
By this time, young men have taken these lessons to heart and do not easily accommodate themselves 
to the “new line” of militarization now preached by the West. As a German correspondent puts it in 
a letter to us: “The education of de-militarization has been done so thoroughly by the Americans after 
the war that now people are afraid of any rearmament.” 


Moreover, the Germans find no valid reason to accept the statements of Acheson and their own 
head of State, Chancellor Adenauer, that the treaty makes Germany an “equal partner” with the Western 
countries. It is constantly pointed out that Article V of the Treaty gives the Western powers the right 
to seize all governmental power in Germany if these powers decide that public order and security so 
demand it. Also, German troops would be under NATO, an organization to which Germany has not 
been admitted as a partner. The Germans ask: “What kind of equality is this?” 












., 4 Even members. of Adenauer’s coalition government display qualms. One of these, Herr Pfleiderer 
of the Free Democratic Party remarks: -“The spirit of Nuremberg runs like a red thread through this 
treaty and it may well become a second Versailles treaty.”” Americans should recall that “Versailles 


treaty” ,is.a term that helped turn Germans to the side of Hitler in the period between the two 
world wars. 


The well-informed Dr. John B. Crane who writes a column on Germany from Bonn for the Hopkins 
Syndicate of America, remarks: “The opposition’s major objections to ratification are so weighty that 
it seems.highly doubtful that ratification can take place until at least some of their objections are met. 
At the moment: it does not look as if a vote on ratification would be attempted before October, and 
possibly not before the American presidential election in November.” 


Operation McGuffey: A public school teacher in Southern California found the prescribed curriculum 
quite distasteful, the “progressive” methods inadequate. Since it was impossible to change either, he 
resigned his job. But, he was a teacher at heart and had no intention of giving up his chosen profession. 
He therefore started a school of his own, a very modest venture in which he and his wife constituted the 
entire faculty. The parents of the children whom he enrolled the first term were pleased with results, 
and more pupils came. As we get the story from one who is close to the situation, the teacher-entrepreneur 
did not advertise the fact that he was not using the “progressive” curriculum or method. He is not 
a reformer; he is a teacher. Parents bought his services only because they liked the results. 


After about a year, the demands for the services of this two-faculty school were greater than they 
could satisfy in their modest quarters, and the last information is that a house is being erected to take 
care of more pupils; also, that even before the house is completed the applicants number more than 
it will accommodate. Because of that fact, and also because the teacher-entrepreneur is anxious not 
to stir up the “progressives”, he asked our informant not to advertise his business, and for that reason 
we are not even mentioning the name of the city in which the school is located. 


However, one detail we must give. For lack of anything better in the way of a text book, the 


school uses the McGuffey Readers. 


Artful Dodging: Our article of the week, Cowardly Capital, could have also dealt with some practices 
of the Internal Revenue Bureau that Sen. George S. Williams of Delaware has been bringing to light. 
One of these he has described on the Senate floor as a “giveaway to gangsters”. It is a method of 


evasion that is peculiarly adaptable to the less social ways of making a living, but is not necessarily 
confined to gangsterism. 


If a citizen reports his income, but does not pay his tax, and declares that he is without sufficient 
funds, the only thing the I.R.B. can do is to take whatever it can get. “Something is better than nothing”, 


and so it accepts a compromise, after investigation shows that the citizen is telling the truth about his 
resources. 


It is obvious that a gambler, or any other person whose transactions are on a cash basis, and whose 
office is “under his hat”, can “lose” a lot of money during the year in such a way as to evade the most 
scrutinizing accountant. He earned enough, let us say, to make him subject to a tax of $100,000 — 
and he so declares; but all he has on hand, in cash or other assets, is $25,000; the rest has disappeared 
in “bad investments”, etc. He liquidates “everything” he has and hands over the proceeds to the govern- 
ment, in exchange for a clean bill of health. 


Under the prodding of Sen. Williams, the Bureau has come up with the proposition to make public 
those tax settlements (by which the government frequently gets only a few cents on the dollar). Williams’ 
purpose is to avoid the suspicion of political influence in the deals. 
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DARKNESS AT NOON IN AMERICAN COLLEGES 
By E. MERRILL Root 


_" BATTLE OF WATERLOO may or may not have been won on the playing fields of 

Eton, but the battle of Freedom is certainly being lost in the classrooms of America. 
American colleges and universities, with few exceptions, are devoted to the dogmas that 
free enterprise is bad, that collectivism is good, that the trend toward the omnipotent 
state is “progressive”. College faculties claim the right to teach such dogmas without 
criticism; they call this ‘‘academic freedom”. 

Unless some genial intellectual dynamite lifts the academic reactionaries of collec- 
tivism out of their fox-holes, we shall be educated into George Orwell’s nightmare, 1984, 
where Big Brother leers from every billboard, ‘‘doubletalk” vitiates every word, yester- 
day’s newspapers are rewritten to make Yalta look good, and “thought-police” hunt down 
every Senator McCarthy and club every poet and prophet of individualism. 

For, contrary to academic clichés, the intellectual Left dominates American colleges 
today. The apologists for collectivism try hard to hide this truth with platitudinous 
patter about conservatism in colleges. Professor H. H. Wilson of Princeton says that 
“intellectual slavery” (he means individualism) in colleges is ‘far advanced”. Kalman 
Siegel (education reporter for the New York Times) talks about a ‘“‘campus straight- 
jacket”. Their phrases are as phoney as Big Brother’s slogans in 1984 — ‘War is Peace: 
Ignorance is Knowledge: Slavery is Freedom.” They are stupidly ignorant — or they 
deliberately lie. 

For collectivism is the blight of “intellectual slavery” already ‘‘far advanced” in 
American colleges; socialism is the “campus straightjacket”. Collectivism is rampant in 
almost all colleges and universities in the U.S.; anyone who dares declare his faith in 
economic freedom and his hostility to the State (that ‘‘coldest of all cold monsters”, said 
Nietzsche), is today an academic outcast. Colleges today are dominated by would-be 
People’s Commissars for the Suppression of Wild Flowers. 

I know American colleges and universities from the inside out to the outside in. 
And I affirm that (except for Roman Catholic, and a few small Protestant colleges), the 
academic climate is aggressively collectivist. It favors and fosters (as “liberal” and “‘pro- 


gressive”) all that socializes, collectivizes, encroaches; all that reduces the uncommon 
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individual to the hideous caricature called ‘‘the Common Man”. There is constant pres- 
sure — a parlor witch-hunt, a faculty-tea lynching party — on all who dare differ from 
what Ibsen called “the damned compact liberal majority”. 


lien PROVE THIS, I need only ask a few simple questions. 
+=. In what college will not the majority of faculty and students zmmediately — with- 
out debate or one grain of the salt of skepticism — damn William F. Buckley’s monv- 
mental God and Man At Yale? In what college will not the name “McCarthy” immedi- 
ately — without discussion or evidence — provoke a sneer and a smear? In what college 
will not each of these be immediately ridiculed and attacked? — the profit motive, the 
opposition of Pasadena parents to indoctrination by collectivists, amy criticism of textbooks 
as the Pundits of Collectivism miswrite them, capitalism as such, Senator Taft, Red Chan- 
nels or Counterattack, Whittaker Chambers (they still choose Hiss!), the McCarran Act, 
“Americanism’’? 

In what college will not the majority of the faculty support the ‘right’ of the many 


Communist professors to abuse America, and not shout about “academic freedom’’ if these 
enemies of freedom are ousted? 


In what college will not the majority furiously defend the mud-bespattered White 
Book of Acheson and Marshall? Not immediately denounce Chiang Kai-shek (as the 
patient spiders of the Party Line long ago conditioned them to do)? Or where will a 
majority of any faculty condemn Owen Lattimore, the IPR gang, the Amerasia conspiracy? 

In what college are not students almost wholly conditioned into ignorance by the 
dogma that “economic determinism”’ explains politics, art, religion, morality, every choice 
of the human spirit? 

In what college is not the literature of nihilism — the “realism” that reduced man 
to a spiritual amoeba thrusting out agonized pseudopodia in blind appetite for material 
things — dominant? Where is the literature that passionately teaches faith in life and in 
America? 

Such questions can have only one answer — if you know colleges today. And this 
makes it terribly clear that, in teaching youth to walk intellectually, American colleges 
say: “Use only your left foot!’ 


em LEADS TO, and is proved by, some of the incredible common things that happen 
in American colleges today. Let me cite a few out of many. 


Senator McCarthy addressed the students and faculties of several “blue-blood” men’s 
and women’s colleges in the Connecticut valley. Now the Senator may be wrong — he 
may be right. Certainly, until and unless you listen with an open mind you cannot evalu- 
ate his vision. Here the college audience, as reported by the press, greeted him with groans 
and boos (the usual illiberality of the “‘liberal’’).'They came not to listen but to slaughter. 














They met him with the prejudice that makes impossible the living truth of postjudice. 
Senator McCarthy commented: “I don’t mind it, I’m used to it. It’s what I find at every 
college I visit.”” Such is the academic witch-hunt! 










One of my students, after two years of study in the college where I teach, decided 
(during my sabbatical year) to try Vassar. She is politically one of the most realistic and 
informed students I have known; but, unhappily for Vassar, she is an American, a Re- 


u- 

i. publican and religious. At Vassar she found such things taboo. She was told by the New 
2 Inquisition that she was politically naive. She must ‘grow up’’, become orientated to the 
ri new day. Else how could Vassar graduate her? 












The college paper, with the stereotyped conformity of contemporary colleges, pub- 
lished the usual stupid prejudiced review of God and Man at Yale. My student, at the 
request of a friend on the editorial staff, wrote a courteous, factual letter in rebuttal, 
which was published. She was called on the academic carpet and told that this would 























ny not do at Vassar. They could not graduate students who believed in God and man at 
ase Yale or, I assume, anywhere else. Fortunately, the victim of this characteristic collegiate 
pogrom was a fighter. She would not conform. She returned to Earlham, and was able 
ite to graduate, though she disbelieved in collectivism. But never at Vassar! 
he Or see the Iron Curtain descend on a great capitalist-founded, capitalist-supported 
La Institute in Chicago.* There a teacher of English used Koestler’s classic of anti-Com- 
y? munism, Darkness at Noon. He taught it as literature — fine art revealing reality. He 
the had no intention of fighting Communism. He was himself a pacifist. Yet his head of 
ice department called him in and forbade him to use this universally recognized contempo- 
rary classic: the excuse was that he would “help bring about war with Russia’. Such 
lan burning of the books, such Red Fascism, such sly noosing of literature in the Party Line, 
rial recurs in collegiate life today. But let a single collectivist book or professor be even 
| in mentioned in Red Channels, and a howl goes up from Boston to Belgrade, from Memphis 
to Moscow. ‘““That’” (as Corporal Nym would say) ‘‘is the humor of it.” 
this 
ges Recently, while speaking at a great religious conference in the Middle West, I met 
the wife of a history professor at the University of Wisconsin. A charming, highly 
intelligent woman, she was herself anti-Communist. Yet when I mentioned God and Man 
pen | at Yale, she said: ‘But it is a false book.” How did she know? Had she read it? “No, 
but everyone in my academic circle tells me it is a tissue of hypocritical lies.” I told her 
en's what the book is — a noble affirmation that criticizes most lucidly the collectivist and ir- 
he religious propagandas dominating academic life, and I am sure she returned to Madison 
alu- to read it .. . though I prophecy trouble with the university library. 
ans 





*For the academic survival of the culprit, I cannot name him or his college. 








Symptomatic of our collegiate climate is the remark I heard a prominent religious 
leader make in a college chapel. He wished that “there were two or three Commu- 
nists on every college faculty” — to “stir up the thinking” of the students. This charac- 
teristic bathos was wholly congenial to the characteristic college audience. Neither the 
speaker nor his audience had the slightest concrete realization of what a Communist is, 
or what sort of “ideas” a Communist can “stir up” when all he has are carbon copies of 
directives out of Moscow. Few in the audience knew the A B C of Communism — that 
it is a militant conspiracy using the most convenient lie until, by power politics, it can 
infiltrate, seize, consolidate, and become the State. Even with Czechoslovakia and China 
as case-histories of the murder of freedom, this babe-in-the-woods could believe his own 
folly and win credence for it. 


.. THE SCENES, as always, lurk the few malignant, militant Communists who 

know what they do. They flatter the piper and call the tune. The mass of college 
teachers — naive, but supposing themselves sophisticated; enslaved, but seeing themselves 
as free; reactionary, but imagining themselves “‘liberal’”” — pull the collective chestnuts 
out of the fire. 

What is their motivation? Partly a vague desire to “do good” to “humanity”. 
Partly a rootlessness, a sense of separation from life, the modern distemper of secular 
nihilism — a divorce from God and man. But most largely, it is a need for compensation 
for their own rootlessness — which makes them wish to be “‘intellectual’’, ‘‘modern’’, ‘‘ad- 
vance guard”, “sophisticated”, “liberal”, ‘‘clever and smart’’. A terrible constant pressure 
conditions professors to conform to this sophisticated nihilism, to prove that they are “‘en- 
lightened” by accepting this iron curtain. 

If a teacher in an American college today declares himself for a free economy, for 
militant anti-Communism, for a living love for America, for the individual against the 
State, for the true conservatism (which is the true radicalism) of pulling weeds up by the 
roots and rooting the good grain more firmly, he will find his students hostile and his 
colleagues critical, He may be ostracized, kept from promotion, ridiculed, smeared, even 
purged. He will be as great and lonely a figure in the collegiate world as Buckley and 
Chambers are in the literary world. 

When will the American people waken to the academic status quo? Only they can 
change it — by refusing to send their sons and daughters to places where they will be 
deliberately infected with the polio of collectivism. What we need is a new revolution 
of 1776 — against the Tories of Collectivism, the Red Coats of Socialism. Until then, 
American colleges will remain factories turning out robot collectivists, centers of dark- 
mess at noon. 





E. Merrill Root is Professor of English at Earlham College, Richmond, Ind., and author of several books 
of poetry. His latest publication is a biography of Frank Harris. 
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